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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 
New Delhi, the 12th January, 1988 

O.N. 13,—In pursuance of section 106 of the Repre- 
•entitfon of the People Act, t9Jl. (43 of 1951) of the Lilec- 
tiev Commission He , ‘ebv nubllsheS the judgement of the High 
Ctrort of Atidfra Prade'h dated 9th December, 1987 £lec™ 
tWitPititibn No. 4 of 1985, 

[No. 82/AP-HP/4/8J] 
By Order, 

T. C. SINGHAL, Under Secy. 


IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE, ANDHRA 
PRADESH AT HYDERABAD 

(ORIGINAL JURISDICTION) 


Wednesday the Ninth clay of December One Thousand Nine 
Hundred and Eighty Seven 

PRESENT : 

The Hon’ble Mrs. Justice Amarcshwarl. 

Election Petition No. 4 of 1985 


BETWEEN 

Thummalapalli Rulla Reddy, . . . Petitioner. 

AND 

M. Raghuma Reddy ...Respondent. 

Petition under sections 80 & 81 of the Representation of 
the People Act, 1951 prayng that In the circumstances stated 
m the Affidavit filed herein the High Court will be pleased 
to m t0 deiIare ,he election of the respondent to the said 
41—-Nalgonda .Parliamentary.. Constituency, as void on the 
grounds mentioned supra and (2) to direct the respondent 
to pay the costs of this petition. 

For the Petitioner—Mr. K. Venkataramaiah, Advocate. 

For the -Resident—Mr. i B. V. Stibbaiah. Advocute. 

The Court difivered the luuowing judgment: 

rc^i^^rn the validity of the election of the' 
respondent 1 to the Nalgcmda Parliamontarv Constituency held 

(35) 
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on 27th December, 1984. The petitioner is a voter in 41, 
Nalgonda Parliamentary Constituency. 

A Notification was issued for electing candidates to the 
•Lok Sabha some time, in December, 1984. Nominations were 
filed on 6th December, 1984. The respondent along with 6 
others filed their nominations. The nominations were taken 
up for scrutiny on 7th December, 1984. The election was 
held on 27th December, 1984. Votes were counted on 28th 
December, 1984 and the respondent was declared elected. 
This Election Petition was filed on 11th february, 1985. 
The petitioner challenges the validity of the said Election. 


December, 1984, The respondent along with others contested. 
The nominations were scrutinised on 7th December, 1984. 
The respondent’s nomination was accepted, Election was held 
on 27th December, 1984. Votes were counted on 28th De¬ 
cember, 1984 and the :espondent was declaied elected. The 
election petition was filed on 11th February, 1985. 

The main challenge to the election is that the respondent 
suffers from a disqualification as contemplated under Article 
102 of the Constitution of India i.e., that he holds an Office 
of profit under the Government of Andhra Pradesh since he 
was working as an Assistant Agricultural Officer in the State 
service on the date of his filing of nomination and also on 
the date of election. 


Briefly, the averments are that the respondent is a Gov¬ 
ernment servant on the date of filing his nomination, that 
he was working as an Assistant Agricultural Officer in the 
Agricultural Department of Government of Andhra Pradesh 
in Mahaboobnagar district and as a Government servant he 
is not entitled to file his nomination, that inspite of an objec¬ 
tion being raised by one of the contesting candidates namely, 
Sri D. DamodUr Reddy that the respondent is a Govern¬ 
ment servant, his nomination was accepted, The petitioner 
also averred that the respondent misappropriated Government 
funds and an enquiry was pending on the date of election 
and the enquiry is still pending. He says that for all purposes, 
the respondent is a Government servant both on the date 
of filing of nomination and on the date of election and even 
subsequently and therefore, he is disqualified to contest the 
election. 

The respondent filed a written statement denying the 
allegation. In the wri'ten statement, it is stated that ho was 
formerly an Agricultural Officer in the Directorate of Agri¬ 
culture, that he resigned his job and his resignation was 
accepted with effect from 1st March, 1983'and since that 
date he is not in service of the State Government and his 
resignation was rightly accepted. He denied ffie averments 
relating to misappropriation and pendency of enquiry against 
him. He stated that his nominat : on paper was validly accent¬ 
ed and that he won the election with a massive majority of 
1.15 lakhs against the Congress (I) candidate Damodar Reddy. 
He added that no objection was taken by anybody before the 
Returning Officer at the time of scrutiny. Alongwith the 
written statement he filed, the proceeding of the Director of 
Agriculture dated 25th October, 1983 accen'ing his resigna¬ 
tion with effect from 1st March, 1983 Ex. Bl, Later he filed 
a certificate (Ex. B2) dated 21st June, 1985 from the Director 
of Agricultu"e, Andhra Pradesh, Hyderabad to the effect 
that the resnondent’s resignation was accepted with effect 
from 25th October, 1983 and there are no enquiries relating 
to misappropriation pending against him. 

On these pleadings, the following issues are sottled for 

trial:— 

(1) Whether the respondent was a Government servant 
in the Agricultural Department of Government of 
Andhra Pradesh and as such was holding an office 
of profit on the date of fifing his nomination to the 
Nalgonda Parliamentary Constituency ? 

(2) If so, whether the nomination filed by him is valid 7 
and 

(3) Whether the election of the respondent to the Nal¬ 

gonda Pa-liamentary Constituency is fiable to be 
declared as void as he suffers a disqualification In as 
much as he was a Government servant on the date 
of filing of his nomination and the date of election 7 


Two witnesses were examined on behalf of the petitioner. 
P.WT'is the Director of AgricuTture, Andh”a Pradesh, 
Hyderabad and P.W.2 is the petitioner himself, Exp. AT to 
AT 7 are marked for the petitioner, The tesnondcut examin¬ 
ed, himself as R.W.l and marked Exs, B-l, B-2.and B-3, 


r>u me tnree issues tan-be dealt with together. The ad¬ 
mitted facts are that the nomination papers for election to 
llie Nalgonda Pa liamentary Constituency were filed on 6th 


Section 100 of the Representation of the People Act, 1951 
is as follows :— 

“100. Grounds for declaring election to be void.—(1) 
Subject to the provisions of sub-Section (2) of the 
High Court is of opinion :■— 

(a) that on the date of his election a returned candi¬ 
date was not qualified, or was disqualified, to be 
chosen to fill the seat under the Constitution or 
this Act or the Government of Union Territories 
Act, 1963 (20 of 1963); or 

(b) . 

(c) . 

(d) . 

( 2 ). 

then the High Court may decide that the election 
of the returned candidate is not void.” 

So, the main question for consideration is whether the res¬ 
pondent was disqualified to contest the election. Section 
100(l)(a) speaks of the disqualification on the date of elec¬ 
tion. But in this case it is not of such relevance as Ihf case 
of the respondent is that he suffers no disqualification cither 
on the date of filing the nominations or on the da'e of elec¬ 
tion. it is not disputed that a person who is in service of Gov¬ 
ernment of India or of State Government is a person who 
holds an Office of Profit. It is not also in dispute that this 
is a question which falls for determination in an Election 
Petition under Sections 80 and 81 of the Representation of 
the People Act. While it is the case of the petitioner that the 
respondent was in service of the State of Andhra Pradesh, 
working as an Assistant Agricultural Officer on the date of 
filing the nomination and also on the date of election, it is 
the case of the respondent that he resigned his job and the 
same was accepted by the competent authority with effect 
from 1st March, 1983, long before the election i.e., 1 year 
9 months before the election. 


Ex. A-l is the Service Register relating to the respondent. 
It is produced by P.W.-l the Director of Agriculture, Andhra 
Pradesh, Hyde'abad, It shows that the respondent joined 
the State service on 13 th March, 1973 as Assistant Agri¬ 
cultural Officer. B\. A-2 is an entry at Page No. 10 which 
indicates that he joined duty at Hyderabad on 26th October, 
1978 and he worked the'e upto 2nd August, 1979. Ex. A-2 
further indicates that he ioffied duty in F.T.C, Office, Hydera¬ 
bad on 26th October, 1978 and he worked there upto 2nd 
August, 1979. This is also snoken to by P.W.l, the Director 
of AgricultU-e, Andhra Pradesh. Hyderabad. Thereupon, he 
reported in the Office of the Director on 2nd August, 1979 
and Ex. A-3 shows that he was sanctioned leave from 5th 
May, 1981 to 2nd November. 1981. Tt is evident from Ex. A 
at nage 15 of the Sendee Book that after 2nd November, 
1981 he was on Farm Consultancy Service from 3rd Novem¬ 
ber, 1981 to 2nd November, 1982. 


It is the case of the respondent that before the expiry 
of his leave period I.e, 2nd November, 1981 he applied for 
extension of leave and t 0 continue him in the Farm Con¬ 
sultancy service. However, it does not appear from the record 
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that any leave was granted or whether he made any such 
application, i ne .espou-itm appheu on 1st i^eceinoer, 1982 
lor voiunia.y icL.ioiiient wnh elfcct trom 1st March, 1983. 
The ullice g..ve a reply dated 7th Match, 1983 slating that he 
was not eligible for voluntary retirement as he has not put 
in 20 years of qualifying service, On 4th June, 1983 he re¬ 
quested the depa Ament lo accept his resignation with effect 
from 1st Mar-n, 1983 for tne reasons aheady given, It is 
Ex. A-6. In Ex. A-6 we nnd a reference to his representation 
dated 1st December, 1982 and the Memo. No. E-jtt. 11 1046/ 
83 dated 7th Ma.ch, 1983. On 16th June, 1983 the Govern¬ 
ment gave a reply Ex. A-7 ask.ng the respondent to produce 
two suiely bonds in the prescribed pioforma on a stamp paper 
worth Rs. 22.50 Ps. Obtained Pom two Officers not below 
the rank of an Agricultural Officer to take further action 
immediately in the matter. Ex. A-7 refers to the equest of 
the resondent dated 4lh June, 1983 asking the department 
to accept his resignation. The respondent has furnished the 
surely bonds as requ 1 cd under Ex. A-7. On 22nd June, 1983 
the icspondent submitted sure y bonds from two Agr.cultural 
Officers as desired. He requested that he may be telieved from 
the post with retrospective effect as requested by him in his 
earlier vepresen ation. This is E„x. A-8. Ex. A-9 is the su ety 
bond executed by two Officers of the Agricultural Department. 
Ex. A-9(a) is the s giialuie of the respondent. Ex. A-10 is a 
letter asking the respondent lo submit a certfficate lo the 
effect that he is fully aware of the consequences of the resig¬ 
nation for taking further action. Ex. A-ll is a let'er address¬ 
ed to the respondent stating that he was awaie of the conse- 
auencies and lhat he signed the same on his own accord. 
Ex. A-12 is the proceed ngs of the DTector of Agriculture 
dated 25th October, 1983 to the effect that the resignation of 
the respondent was accepted with effect from 1st March, 
1983, This is also marked as Ex. B-l. This proceeding is 
dated 25th October, 1983 and it was issued under the orders 
of Sri I. Rambabu, I.A.S., tneharge Director of Agriculture. 
Hyderabad. Ex. A-5 is an entry at Page 14 of the Service Re- 
gis'er that the resignation tendered by the respondent was 
accepted with effect from 1st March, 1983. by proceeding 
F.stt. 11(2) 3526/83, dated 25th October, 1983. 


It is submitted by Mt. K. Venkata ramaiah, the learned 
Counsel lor me petitioner mat c.x. A-ia ttx. B-l) the pro¬ 
ceedings dated 25th Oe.obc-, 1983 accepting the icsignation 
w neither' true nor valid. He submits that it is manipulated 
document, ins is a veiy wild allegation without any oasis. 
Ex, A-12 shows that it was issued fiom the Directorate of 
Agriculture, it bears the dated 25th October, 1983, it refer* 
to the repiesentation of the respondent da.ed 4th nine, 1983 
(Ex. A-6) asking the department to accept h.s resignation, it 
also refers to the Memo, of the department dated 16th June, 
1983 (Ex. A-7) asking the respondent to produce the surely 
bonds in the pmscribed proforma, it further reJcrs to a re¬ 
presentation ol the respondent da ed 22nd June, 1983 (Ex. 
A-8) that he was Tiling the surety bonds as requited oy the 
department and that he may be relieved fiom the post. The 
Memo is as follows :— 


“In the circumstances slated in the reference cited, the 
resignation tendered by Sri Ml Rnghuma Reddy, 
A.O. is hereby accepted w.e.f, 1st March, 1983, 

(Under ihp orde s of Sri J. Rambabu, I.A.S., I/C. Direc¬ 
tor of Agriculture, Andhra Pradesh, Hyderabad), 

Sd /- 

M. Ad kcsavulu, 
for Director of Agriculture.” 


Ex, A-12 is the original in manuscript and its finds a place 
in the lile marked as Ex. A-16. Exs. A-6 to A-15 are also 
marked from this file. Thcie are absolutely no suspicious 
features about this file, It is a _part of official record. The 
evidence of P.W.l the Director of Agriculture, who took 
charge of the post on 26 h October, 1983 shows that J. Ram 
Bnbu was the Director on 25 h October, 1983 when the pro¬ 
ceedings were issued. Ex. A-12 was issued under his orders. 
The Director of Ag multure is the Competent authority to 
accept ihc resignation and this position is not deputed. 


The aforesaid documents clearly show that the respondent 
submitted a representation in the first instance lo permit 
him to retire voluntarily and on be'ng informed that he does 
not possess the requisite qualification namely, 20 years of 
qualifying service, he addressed a communication dated 4th 
June, 1983 Ex. A-6 to accept his resigna'ion for the reasons 
already explained In his representation dated 1st December, 
1982. In this the subject is mentioned as “voluntary retire¬ 
ment request not considered—acceptance of resignation re¬ 
quested”. He refers to his representation dated 1st Decem¬ 
ber, 1982 and the Memo, of the Department dated 7th Ma ch, 
1983 received by him. Ex. A-6 clearly establish -s lhal his 
earlier letter may be treated as a letter from resignation and 
the same may be accepted with effect from 1st Mutch, 1983. 
Pursuant to this letter, the respondent was called upon to 
furnish two bonds in the prescribed proforma from two 
Officers not below the rank of Agricultural Officers. Ex. A-8 
•Ihows that be furnished the surety bonds of two Officers in 
which it is said that they stand as guarantee for the payment 
to Government of any amount which may be ultimately 
found payable by the respondent in respect of any excess paid 
•o him by Government bv way of over payment of nay allow¬ 
ances, leave salary, advances for conveyances, house buildings 
or other purposes and any losses caused to the Government 
while di'chnrgmg his dufies under the Government. It Is after 
this that the Drecfor of 4 grlcultme accepted the resignation 
with effect from 1st March, 1983 by his proceedings dated 
£Jth October, 1983 as evident from Ex. A-12, It is also re¬ 
corded In the Scv-'ce Register that the respondent’s resigna¬ 
tion was accepted with effect from 1st March, 1983, 


The Director of Agriculture, who is examined as P.W.-l 
had testified to nil these facts with reference to reco'ds. He 
also issued ■ a certificate Ex. B-2 dated 21st June. 1985 that 
the revenation of the respondent who was an- Attricultnr-.il 
Officer of the department was acrentrd with effect Euro 
1st March. 1983 and there a"e po disciplinary cases or mis- 
appropriatlon cases pending against him. 


It is urged by Mr. K. Vcnkataramaiah that Ex. A-12 is 
signed only by the Superintendent and it is dated 27th Octo- 
be., 1983 and hence there is some suspicion about this 
document. The date on which the proceedings are issued to 
the par y is 27th December, 1983 and it contains the signa¬ 
ture of the Superintendent. But the date on which the resig¬ 
nation was accepted as on 25th October, 1983 as evident 
from (he proceedings. The resignation is accepted as evident 
from the Note file Ex. B-3 which contains a noting to the 
effect “Yes”. The Note file shows that a note was put tip 
tha’ before accen'inv the resignation, he mav be directed 
to furnish surety bonds. The Note .file further contains a note 
that in view of the surety bonds furnished by Vum, his resig¬ 
nation may be accepted from 1st March, 1983. The draft 
was put up for approval. There is an endorsement which 
saya “accepted''. The draft proceedings were put up for 
approval and the same were issued on 25th Oclobe", 1983. Bx. 
A-12 corresponding to Ex. B-l and B-3 the Note submit’ed 
pursuant to a decision from this Cou't file relating to the 
acceptance of resignation establishes beyond any doubt that 
the respondent’s resignation was accepted with effect from 
1st March, 1983 after following all the formalities. Ex. B-3 
note file is an Official file maintained by the Office of the 
Director of Agriculture and a look at it inspite confidence. 

The Director of Agriculture, who was examined as TYW-1 
deposed that the respondent requested for voluntary re’i e- 
ment with effect from 1st March, 1983 and afte- being in¬ 
formed that he was not eligible and ’hat he can resign If 
he chooses to, the respondent represented on 4th Tune, 1983 
that his request for voluntary retirement may be mken as 
Withdrawn and his resignation mav be accepted with effect 
from 1st March, 1983 and it is for that 'eason, the Director 
of Agriculture accented tfie rtrs-'gnation with effect from 1st 
Wrcb. 1983, He admitted to hnvc ismed the ce Tficate Ex. 

flatcd 27st 5ime, 1985,that there a _ e no discinUnatv cases 
pending agamst-the respondent and that <he respondent re¬ 
signed from the iob with effect f-om 4»h February. 1U83 
further stated that Ex. B-l was issued under the o'dcrs of the 
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then Uirecior ot Agaculiuic, Sn Rambabu, He aUo Stated 
that auer me approval ol me wale oy me Di.eetor, proceed¬ 
ings ate issued oy the Superintendent in the name of the 
Duector, iveapondent as K.VV-1 spoke to all these tacts. The 
documentary evidence coupled with the evidence of P.Vv.l 
andK.W.l leave no toom for any donut that me respondent's 
;csiynai-On was accepted by the department and he was not 
a UQvernment employee after 1st Match, 1983. 

Mr, K. Venkataramayya submitted that the proceedings 
were s.gncd by the Supeiinlenucnt on 27th Octooer, I9e3 
and the smudging of me mJc on the year ttnows a lot of 
suspicion. 1 tie or.g.nal in manuscript is Ex. A-12, ihe date is 
cieai ly men m Jtco as 25.h wciooer, 1983. Prut tier, the sig¬ 
nature by the Superintendent on 27th October, 1983 would 
show that the pioccedings were of 25th October, 1983 and 
it could noi have been ot a later yea". I find no substance 
in this contention. 

It is then submitted that Ex, A-5 the entry in Ex. A-l 
the Service Register is also suspicious. Ex. A-5 is an entry 
made by the Assistant Accounts Officer in the Service Regis.er 
of the respondent on 6-1-1984 tnat the res gnation tendered 
by the respondent was accepted with effect from 1st October, 
IV 83 as per proceed ngs dated 25th October, 1983. This 
entry appears at Page 14 of the Service Register, page 15 of 
the Service Register contains some other entries relating to 
the service iccord of tho .espondon? regarding the period of 
leave and the penuiss on given to him to take up farm consul¬ 
tancy serv ce. Prom this it is sought lo be argued that he 
entry was made subsequently. 1 do not see any adverse in¬ 
ference has to be drawn from these facts. T,x. A-5 is only 
an cndorsemcrP made by the Assistant Accounts Officer made 
in the Service Register. 

It is subm'tted by Mr. K. Venkataramayya that Bxa. A-l3 
to A-17 shows that the respondent was still In Government 
service. Ex. A-l 3 is a communication from the BDO Araan- 
al Panchayat Samithi dated 8th May 1984 addressed to the 
oint Director of Agricul ure, Mahaboobnagar requesting to 
recover a sum of Rs. 491.60 Ps. towards an excess claim 
made by 'be cs"ondent for the year 1976-77. Ex. A-14 is a 
letter addressed by the joint Director of Agriculture, Mahabut- 
naga da ed 17 h October, 1985 *o the Director of Ag icul- 
ture siting that an amount of Rs. 22,946 has to bo settled 
by the respondent as ncr the audit objections in respect of 
department' and pertaining to Panchayat Samithis of Aman- 
gal rffid Ralw'iku'-'hy for the period dur’ng 1972 to 1978; 
EX. A-l Sis a Me*»o issued from the Directorate of Agriculture 
dated 6tfi Nbvember,' 1985 to the Joint Director of Agri¬ 
culture, Mahabubnaga - 'o fix resDonsibillty on persons con¬ 
cerned and to reoo r t full particulars of regnlarisution of re¬ 
covered of amounts with'n a mo”th besides taking discinli- 
nh"y action agmnst the concerned. This memo was with refer¬ 
ence to hs’>e of no due certffica'e to the Resnondemr. EX, AM6 
is'the eml-e file Exs. A-13 to A-15 relate to some internal 
correspondence between the Officers of the Agricultural De- 
paH’-’en' '»■ >*H “ee'.rff *0 re ta ; n "Wr alleged to the due 
and whrh are recoverable from the respondent. The respon¬ 
ds* t" v* i-.t^nrs -c o.W-1 d*-r,osed ‘hat he Has no knbw- 
ledge about these Memos and he was not served with' any 
of them o- nnv other Memo rm"«untit *o that. P.W, 1 ‘fflSo 
does not «ny that any notices were issued to the resins rutrnf 


■pursuant to Exs. A-13 to A-15. These documents do not in 
any way show that the respondent was still m service. They 
are wnb regard 10 .ccovery of amounts. It is pecisely for 
this purpose the surety bonds were taken at the time of ac¬ 
cepting nas iesignauon to ensure collection of amounts if any 
amoum is found to be ultimately due. The disciplinaiy action 
referred to in Ex. A-15 is with reference to the persons com 
cerned aner determining who they aie. These documents no 
not in any way dilute the signalicancfc of tho pioccedings 
dated 25th October, 1983 accepting the resignation of the 
respondent. 


The Petitioner is examined as P.Wi.2. He stated that ho 
is 11 :cgistered voter in Nalgouda Parliamentary constituency. 
He filed the Election Potition on tho ground that the lespon- 
dent was in Government service at the time of the election. 
But he admitted in the cross-examination that the respondent 
won with a majority of more than two lakhs, and that he 
does not know whether the respondent resigned his job and 
that he also does not know whether on the date of nomina¬ 
tion or at any time earlier, the respondent resigned his job. 
ft was suggested to him that this petition was filed at ihe 
instance ot Damodar Reddy, tho contesting candidate. Ho 
said that he consulted Damodar Reddy before filing the Elec¬ 
tion Pel'tion. He further stated that he came to Know that 
Rcghuma Roddy lcsigned h's job from 1st March, 1983 from 
the written statement filed by the respondent. I have no 
doub‘ in my mind tha‘ this petition was filed at the instance 
of Damodar Rcddv. The pelitione- has not even taken care 
to verify whether the respondent was in Government service 
at the t ; me of filing of the nomination or the election. He 
supply filed the Election Petition on trivial grounds. 


It is lastly contended that the then Director of Agriculture 
Sri Rambabu, who accepted the resignation has not been 
examined though the respondent in his ev : dence sta'ed that 
he would examine him and therefo-e, an adverse inference 
has U> be drawn. At the time when *ht? list of witneyes was 
furnished, the respondent has not cited Sri Ramhabu as his 
wit tics. When the resnond-nt was being examined, the petitio¬ 
ner’s Counsel a c ked him whether he would examine Sri Rnm- 
babu on his side. The respondent sn ; d that he would. But he 
did not examine him. The Dhec’or of Agriculture Is an offi¬ 
cial. He can only sneak with -eference to record. Sri Rambabu 
was the Director of Agriculture only upto 25'b October, 


He was working in some other capacity. Eater the trial 
commenced rn 1985. The person who was the Director at that' 
time was examined and he gave evidence with reference to 
record. An Official witness who was not <he concerned offi¬ 
cial at the time of trial need not he called to the wl'ness 
as nnv official can sneak only with reference to the record. 
No Question of drawing an adverse inference arises in such 
a ease. 


In view of the above discussion, I hold that the respondent 
was not holding any office of profit under the State Govern¬ 
ment on the date of filing the nomination and also on the 
du’e of election. T. therefo-e, d : «miss this Election - Petition 
with costs. Advocate's fee Rs. 1,500. 


ELECTION PETITION NO. 4/85 
APPENDIX OF EVIDENCE 
LIST OF WITNESS EXAMINED 

FOR PHTmONER FOR RESPONDENT 

1. Patam Ramakantha Reddy. 1 . m. Raghuma Reddy. 

2, TX(rnmataoall| Pul la Reddy. 

. * ' * ‘ 1 „ 1 

LIST OF DOCUMENTS MARKFO 

For PETITIONER FOR RESPONDENTS 

1. Ex. \f Servin-Reffisternf 1 3 . 1-74 the rejpomfetR. HEX B-l : Proceeding* No. ESTT. 11(2) 3256/83 of 

25-11E8J ’ 
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2 . 

Ex-A-2 : 

Entry at Pago No, 10 of Ex-A-1 

the Director of Agrl. .Andhra Pradesh, Hydera¬ 
bad accepting the resignation of the Respondent 

3. 

Ex-A-3 : 

Entry at Page No. 15 of Ex-A-1. 

with effect 1-3-1983. 

4. 

Ex-A-4 : 
6-1-84 

Entry at Page No. 15 of Ex. A.l. 2 

E< B 2 : Certitiedie issued by PW1 in ESTT. U(2) 2375/ 
85 issued to the Respondent with effect from 
1-3-1983. 

5. 

Ex. A-5 : 
6-1-84 

Entry at Page No, 14 of Fx, A-l. 3. 

Ex. 5-3 : Paragraph No. 2 in Noto Filo ESTT. II 3256/83. 

6 . 

Ex. A-6 : 
4-6-83 

Letter addressed by RW1 to P\V1 to accept 
his resignation. 


7. 

Ex. A-7 : 
16-6-83 

Memo issued by PWJ to the RW.l. 


8 . 

Ex. A-8 : 

Leiter of reply given by RVV. 1 to P.W. 1 

Pursuent to Ex. A-7. 


9. 

Lx. A-9 : 
22-6-83 

Surety bond executed by Sri G. Mohan Reddy 
and another. 


10 . 

Ex. A-9(a) 
22-6-83 

: Signuttite of RVV. 1 in Ex. A-9. 


11 

Ex. A-10 : 
14-7-83- 

Memo issned by PW1 to RW-1. 


12 . 

Ex. A-M : 
20-8-83 

Reply given by RW1 to PVV. 1. 


13. 

Es. A-I2 : 
25-10-1983 

Proceedings of P.W. {1 accepting the resig¬ 
nation of the respondent. 


14. 

Ex. A-13 ; 
8-5-84 

Letter addressed by the Block development oflicet, 
Amangal to the Joint Director of Agriculture. 


15. 

Ex. A-14 : 
17-10-85 

Letter addressed by the Joint Director of Agri¬ 
culture to PW. 1. 


16. 

Ex. A-13 : 
6-11-85 

Memo issued by PW. 1 to the Joint Director 
of Agriculture, Mahabubnagat. 


17. 

Ex. A-16' : 

Entire tile containing Exhibits A. 6 to A. 15. 


18. 

Ex. A-!7 : 

Voters list of 294 Devarakonda Assembly con¬ 
stituency, Nalgonda District. 



J. KRISHNA SARMA, Deputy Registrar, 
Sd. Illegible Asstt. Registartir 
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